This study investigates the role of national and organisational culture in day-to-day activities of multinational project teams, specifically focusing on differences between Chinese and Dutch project managers. We rely on fieldwork observation and interviews with representatives from a diverse set of organizations in China and the Netherlands. Analyses focus on the impact of cultural differences on five project management processes -(1) project planning, (2) cost and quality management, (3) risk management, (4) scope management and project promises, and (5) communication. Although there are many differences observed in these five processes, research subjects report no significant impact of crosscultural collaboration on project performance. We conclude that cross-cultural project teams can provide critical elements for an effective combination of different project management practices: people from various national and organisational cultures, enriched by different experiences and management theories, with a mix of skills. This study provides insights for those who work cross culturally (especially between western and eastern contexts) and is also a contribution to both the project management and crosscultural management literatures. 
Executive Summary
The aim of this study is to investigate the role of national and organisational culture in day-to-day activities of multinational project teams. We specifically focus on differences between the diverse cultural contexts of Chinese and Dutch project managers.
As for a research methodology we rely on field work observations and interviews with a number of representatives from organisations belonging to various industries, such as oil, food, commodity trading, product design and engineering, accountancy, both in China and the Netherlands. Additionally, we have interviewed scholars at Chinese and Dutch universities and diplomats from both sides. We have recognised a number of practical problems and thought-provoking work patterns based on four different scenarios embracing locations (either China or the Netherlands) and employees' cultural orientation (either Chinese or Dutch employees). We have focused on three elements central in project management -process, people and technology. As a result of this study, we have formulated a number of conclusions.
First, when Dutch and Chinese managers work on the same project, the key factors for project management are people and process, based on the assumption that technology is identical to all participants in the globalisation process. People's cognition and approach to conduct project management is largely determined by their perception and reflective perceived behaviour. The behaviour is determined by the cognition that people embrace, mainly shaped by the external environment of national culture, organisational culture, and/or individual "culture" deriving from aforementioned two cultures as well as personal traits. In such a way, process, as one of the key elements of project management, moderated by culture and mainly determined by people, will lead to variations in project performance.
Second, the role of organisational culture is larger than the role of national culture in shaping people's attitude and mind-set in the process of project management, maybe because organisational culture has to be easily adapted to the different host countries such that its symptoms of symbols and rituals can be sustainably serving the organisations for being consistent to the core of the national culture -the value.
From our observation, there are a few differences between the Chinese and Dutch in the project process:
(1) The Dutch are more formalised in the project planning process and stick more to the preagreed planning, while the Chinese pay less attention to planning. They execute projects with a very high pace, learning by doing, in a trial-and-error approach. Therefore, the Chinese act more dynamically and efficiently in the execution stage. The Dutch spend a large part of project time in the planning stage, with the purpose of foreseeing and trying to prevent as many errors and unnecessary mistakes that might be happening later on when the project is in execution.
(2) In terms of cost and quality management, Chinese are more focused on cost tracking in order to be competitive, and hence potentially sacrificing quality. As for scheduling and speed, the Chinese have a hierarchical governance structure but fast decision-making process. As for the Dutch, they pay attention to cost and benefits management and stick to quality control. The Dutch share a more cooperative structure so the decision-making process can be longer.
(3) In terms of risk management, the Chinese have a higher risk appetite due to their entrepreneurial spirit, but risk management is not formalised. The Dutch are more risk-averse; they spend more time on identifying risk beforehand with a more formalised risk management system in place.
(4) In terms of scope management and project promises, the Chinese seem to be rather flexible with project goals, which are subject to changes while project is in execution. The Dutch stick to the project goals formulated at project initiation and follow a more formalised scope management process. With all these points, there is a gap in rate of progress between the Chinese and Dutch. The Dutch progress slower, with highly formalised and recurring processes (e.g. regular status reports). The
Chinese care more about speed of delivery with less formalised progress management.
Third, we have not identified any significant cross-cultural gap in project performance between the Chinese and Dutch, although there have been many differences in the process as aforementioned.
Working approaches of the Chinese and Dutch have their own pros and cons. A combination of both approaches may lead to a win-win situation and be beneficial for project performance. For instance, the Chinese are strong in incremental innovative projects and a trial-and-error approach, while the Dutch feel comfortable in disruptive innovation projects, and are far more advanced in planning. Interestingly, satisfaction and project performance are rated quite high when people of both cultures work jointly on the same project. This satisfaction is even higher for Dutch managers with working experience in China partnering with Chinese managers who have a prior experience of working with Dutch colleagues. This study is of critical significance for those individuals who work on cross-cultural projects in a global economy. An active and open tendency to working cross-culturally will be beneficial to organisations. However it will only happen when organisations are aware of fundamental cultural differences and have a dynamic project management system in place. Our study shows that people of two opposite cultures (the Chinese and Dutch) are able to work together in a project-based environment, to complement each other and reap mutual benefits for a win-win result.
Introduction
Project management is of great importance in today's world as it is relevant to almost every industry sector. The literature on project management has evolved considerably over the recent years, with a largeamount of research carried out in various aspects of project management (Kwak and Anbari, 2009; Söderlund, 2004; Turner, 2010; Wintera et al, 2006) . As the field of project management is maturing in theory and practically globalisation calls for an increased interaction between people of different countries and cultures, it has witnessed a "projectification" of the world led by a growing number of specialists organising their work in projects rather than on on-going functional basis.
In this big trend, it has been recognised that the most remarkable development in the global economy is the rise of Asian economies, and specifically China. The country has become a global economic powerhouse and has become more likely to act as an important "coordinative position" in global supply chains. One of the direct results is the wide presence of virtually all top western multinational companies in China, which operate in a large range of sectors -from construction to advanced engineering and R&D. Working with Chinese has become a "must" job in internationalisation and globalisation process. But same time it is also a challenging job for many people and organisations from western countries, as cultural aspects have occupied a prominent place in the project management discipline, ranging from the analysis of cross-national cultural differences (Pheng and Leong, 2000; De Bony, 2010; Rees-Caldwell and Pinnington, 2013) to the impact of organisational culture on project performance (Gajendran et al, 2012; Wiewiora et al, 2013; Ching Gu et al, 2014) . All of these have granted the study of project management and project management tools and approaches a critical role in crossculture project management (if admitting the globalisation).
Therefore, in this study, we depart from the previous studies that remain pertinent and represent a fertile field of research. We aim to contribute to the literature on cross-culture project management and explicitly seek to derive practical managerial implications for people who work in cross-cultural project environments consisting of Asian (Chinese) and European (Dutch) colleagues.
The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 sets the context and provides a brief introduction of the current stage of the evolution of project management field with a special focus on cultures. Section 3 outlines the methodology and explains the data collection process. Section 4 presents empirical results; and Section 5 concludes.
Culture in Project Management
Project management as a human activity has a centuries-long history, starting from the building of the Egyptian pyramids. However, as a formalised discipline, project management is rather young. Maylor (2005) determines three major stages of the PM historical development. Before the 1950s, project management as such was not recognised. In the 1950s, the dominant thinking of project management was based on "one best way" approach, based on numerical methods, tools and techniques. From the 1990s onwards, project management is more and more contingent upon its context, from sole project management to the broader management of projects and strategic project management (Fangel, 1993; Morris, 1994; Bryde, 2003) . To a large extent, project management is much more than a set of tools, graphs and charts. It is essentially a set of people management skills and techniques. A perfect project plan will never be realised if an unprofessional project team with poor leadership is executing the project; however a strong project team may compensate deficiencies in a project plan. Hence, organisational behaviour, as a field of study, has direct relation to project management.
Culture and Organisations
Such broader understanding of project management, and specifically a prominent role of the human component therein, has naturally called for the examination of the project management -culture nexus.
Culture can be studied in two dimensions -National Culture and Organisational Culture, i.e. culture specific to people united in a particular professional group (Denison and Mishra, 1995; Schneider, 1990 ).
According to Hofstede (1997) 
Culture and Project Management
Following the seminal works of Hofstede and Trompenaars, and further studies, it is widely acknowledged that national culture exerts its influence on the way individuals act and work. Project-based environment differs from on-going, operation-type of work. By their definition, projects are transient (with clearly defined beginning and end), specific phases and milestones and expected deliverables.
Considering such specifics of project based environments, as well as the importance of "people management" in projects, cultural differences may manifest themselves in projects quite vigorously. In his analysis of the impact of national culture on project performance, Turner (2009) explicitly relates the Hofstede dimensions to stages of the project life cycle. Typically, this life cycle includes: (1) feasibilityexploration whether a project is reasonable venture worth doing at all, (2) design -preparing a specific plan of actions, including budgeting, risk register, quality plan, etc, (3) execution -actual execution of this plan, (4) close-out -finalisation of the project. Seemingly, each of these stages requires different sets of personal skills and capabilities. For example, while creativity is highly valued at the design stages, it is less relevant at the execution stage, when one needs to follow a strictly defined plan. As presented in Table 1 , in terms of power distance PDI, strong leadership is necessary to get the project started and going, and hence such leader should be recognised and accepted by all project team members. Lower power distance is required in the project design and execution stages when the project team acts in a more egalitarian manner. At the project close-out phase, once again, strong leadership is essential to finalise the project.
In terms of the dimension of individualism (IDV): People start working in a project team as individuals. In the feasibility phase, everyone is welcome to express his/her view directly and openly, e.g.
in brainstorming sessions, for the sake of creativity. In the later stages, individualism slowly gives way to collectivism as project members engage in project work, as common goal (project objective) unites individuals and forms a collective identity.
Masculinity (MAS) remains medium throughout the whole project life cycle -neither strongly masculine nor feminine. Essentially, it means there is a need for constant balance between compromises and harmony (feminine) and drive forward to success (masculine).
By definition, every project is unique, thus by definition there is uncertainty upfront. Regarding uncertainty avoidance (UAI), it is medium throughout the project.
According to such categorisation, national cultures can be ranked according to their fitness for project management. For instance, the French national culture, with its high individualism and large power distance would perfectly fit the feasibility stage; the German nationals, with lower power distance and medium individualism, would fit in the design and execution stages.
The second dimension of culture that we treat in the context of project management is (Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede et al., 1990) , the impact of the culture on the cross-border project management keeps us being curious to investigate in this study.
Data and Methodology
We collected the data from various (senior) professionals with experience in project management in both European and Chinese contexts. With regard to culture, we observed and generated the constructs by observing and listening to the concepts of the culture and interviewees' indicated perception on the cross-culture project management. The interviewees came from a large variety of industries both in China and the Netherlands, such as sectors of oil and gas, commodity trading, food processing, product design and engineering, and accountancy. They all embraced cross culture project management experience in China and the Netherlands. Some of them had already lived in the other country for a while.
The conversation was not only about their experience in working in a cross-culture project team, but also the experience working (if they had) in a non-cross-culture project team. The respondents were given full freedom to reflect for instance on the nature of cultural differences in a project based environment, and the impact of such differences on the project success. In addition, we paid attention to respondents' tones, attitude in the responding, etc. All respondents were given a brief description of Hofstede's cultural dimensions; they were asked to characterise their opposing culture (either Chinese or Dutch) along each of these dimensions. Next, all respondents were asked to provide their opinion on how this national culture influences project management in each of the following aspects -such as cost and benefit management, governance and decision-making, quality management, planning, risk and issue management, scope management, progress management and communication. The brief question was also asked to express the weight between organisational and national culture.
To generate the patterns from our observation, we conducted several rounds of analysis, crossing different tiers of data aggregation. The interviews were semi-structured in an informal setting that allowed respondents to reflect and provide their thoughts in full.
In principle, we analysed our observations in four conceptual scenarios (Table 2) We extracted key information from the interviews focusing on two main variables -the role of national and organisational culture and the performance of project management. In our analysis, inductive reasoning was used. This means that whereas we used the extant body of literature on cross-cultural management as a background of our study, we did not derive and put forward a set of testable hypotheses.
Inductive reason leads to a conclusion that is reached by generalising or extrapolating from initial
information in an open domain, with epistemic uncertainty, such as in cultural studies.
To have robust findings, we also collected data from the representatives of public organisations, The abstract data can be found in the appendix (Appendix A and Appendix B)
Results

Explaining Cultural Differences between the Chinese and Dutch
We firstly consulted The Hofstede Centre (www.geert-hofstede.com) that provides up-to-date scores for most national cultures derived from World Values Survey data. We retrieved the data for the Chinese and Secondly, we patterned our observations and identify the national culture difference between Dutch and Chinese over five dimensions, presented in Table 3 . The Chinese exhibit a very high power distance and low individualism. It means that they attach more importance of being a part of a group, in which there is a clear hierarchy. The boss makes all decisions and the involvement in this process of subordinates is minimal. For instance, a typical Chinese project team member will wait until the decision has been made by the project leader, and this decision will be unquestioningly executed. In contrast, the Dutch have the minimal distance, and at the same time high individualism. It entails that the society is egalitarian and decision-making process is inclusive. Therefore, for Dutch, while decisions can be taken collectively, every project team member preserves his/her individual mindset and does not necessarily attach that much value to being a part of the project team. Another interesting observation relates to uncertainty avoidance. The Dutch have a higher score in this dimension. They seek to avoid uncertainty and ambiguity by the means of formalisation -creating strict rules and algorithms, and establishing bureaucratic procedures. In contrast, the Chinese have a lower score in Uncertainty Avoidance, and hence they are not so much risk-averse. The do not necessarily take extensive risk preventing measures and formalise the project management process. The approach is more flexible and problems are tackled as they emerge.
In terms of Masculinity, the score is rather high for the Chinese, which means that the society is oriented towards achievements and success. In contracts, the Dutch have a low score, where balance between work and private life is valued, and job satisfaction is more important than career prospects.
As for Long-Term Orientation, the Chinese culture, as the Asian culture, has naturally a very high score. The society attaches more importance to the future. Building long-term relations is important in this context. The Dutch society has a medium score -this becomes apparent in project management by a balanced appetite for short and long-term results.
Organisational culture and project management
Our anecdotal evidence suggests that individuals working in multinational environments are susceptible to cultural change, and their national culture will gradually erode as their identity will integrate more of the elements of the organisational culture and national culture of the host country (if they are posted overseas 
Aggregated Results
We identified a number of interesting patterns and practical problems based on four scenarios formatted by working location (China or the Netherlands) and national culture (Chinese or Dutch) as shown in Table 2 . On the basis of our observations, we constructed three elements of project managementPeople, Technology and Process as influencers of project performance, mitigated by culture (Figure 2 ). We present here our patterned observations with regard to various aspects of project management from Chinese and Dutch perspectives. Table 4 presents a summary of our findings. We analyse cross-cultural differences along various aspects of project management -cost and benefit management, governance and decision-making, quality management, planning, risk and issue management, scope management, progress management and communication.
First, when Dutch and Chinese managers work on the same project, the key factors for project management are people and process, based on the assumption that technology is treated to be identical, considering the global nature of economy and technology. Under this assumption, peoples' cognition and approach to conduct project management is largely determined by their perception and reflective perceived behaviour. The behaviour is determined by the cognition that people embrace, mainly shaped by the external environment of national culture, organisational culture, and/or individual "culture"
deriving from aforementioned two cultures as well as personal traits. In such a way, process, as one of the approach key elements of project management, moderated by culture and mainly determined by people, will lead to variations in project performance.
Second, the role of organisational culture is larger than the role of national culture in shaping people's attitude and mind-set in the process of project management, maybe because organisational culture has to be easily adapted to the different host countries such that its symptoms of symbols, heroes, and rituals can be sustainably serving the organisations for being consistent to the core of the national culture -the value. • Cost tracking important in order to be competitive
• Focus on short term benefits
• Focus on both cost and benefit management Governance and decision making
• More hierarchical structure • Decisions can be undone, a contract is not always binding (1) The Dutch are more formalised in project planning process and stick more to the pre-agreed planning, while the Chinese pay less attention to planning. They execute projects with a very high pace, learning by doing, in a trial-and-error approach. Therefore, the Chinese act as more dynamically and efficiently in the execution stage. The Dutch spend a large part of project time in the planning stage, with the purpose of foreseeing and trying to prevent as many errors and unnecessary mistakes that might be happening later on when the project is in execution.
(2) In terms of cost and quality management, the Chinese are more focused on cost tracking in order to be competitive and hence potentially sacrificing quality in the initial stage of organisational or project development. As for scheduling and speed, the Chinese have a hierarchical governance structure but fast decision-making process. As for the Dutch, they pay attention to cost and benefits management and stick to quality control. The Dutch share a more cooperative structure so the decision-making process can be longer.
(3) In terms of risk management, the Chinese have a higher risk appetite due to their entrepreneurial spirit, but risk management is not formalised. The Dutch are more risk-averse; they spend more time on identifying risk beforehand with a very much formalised risk management system in place.
(4) In terms of scope management and project promises, the Chinese seem to be rather flexible with project goals, which are subject to changes while the project is in execution. The Dutch stick to the project goals formulated at project initiation and follow a more formalised scope management process. 
Contributions and Implications
Cross-cultural project teams can provide all critical elements for an effective fusion of different project management practices: There is much benefit to having people from various national and organisational cultures, enriched by different experiences and management theories, with a mix of skills in the project team.
The contribution of our study lies in the explicit connection of project management and crosscultural management literature. We rely on the tenets of Geert Hofstede's studies, and apply them in the domain of project management. In other words, we specifically show how generic differences between different national cultures would impact particular aspects of project management. By doing so, we advance the application of Hofstede's dimensions to project phases initially put forward by Turner (2009).
This study matters significantly for those who work cross culturally (western and eastern) in a globalised environment. An active and open tendency to working cross-culturally will definitely bring organisations more benefits. However it will only happen when organisations excel in managing a project in a dynamic approach.
Organisations should explicitly acknowledge the formidable value of cultural learning, especially the category of national culture, it fundamentally differs in the values and it can hardly change. For example, expatriates or members of cross-cultural project teams should consider such posting that "…it is not simply another assignment in a progression of positions or jobs, but an opportunity to acquire, create, and transfer valuable knowledge, both upon expatriation and repatriation" (Oddou et al., 2009: 182) . Importance lies on the fact that every national culture has strengths and weaknesses, and matchmaking them by complementing in daily project management practice accounts significantly. The influence of cross-cultural management on project management counts in the sense that national culture difference must not only be a reason to cause the difficulties and barriers but can mostly probably facilitate the efficiency of daily project management in the category of organisational practice. Our study shows that the Dutch and the Chinese, despite a large gap in terms of culture dimensions, are able to complement and benefit each other and generate a win-win scenario, on the basis of value complementarity of national cultures in project management process and approach, in a particular compliable organisational context developed in organisational culture. This combination of managerial approaches to project management and theoretical insights from cross-cultural management is a promising research avenue, and we see significant potential for further research on the cultural differences between people of Asian and Western cultures working in project-based environments.
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